




Analysis of responses to the consultation                

Government response to the consultation

Financial Support for 16-19 Year Olds in Education or Training




































This report has been based on 890 responses to the consultation document. 

As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%.  Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  













Independent Learning Provider:	19	2% 







*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included the Audit Commission, Office of the Children's Commissioner for England an MP and those who gave no response.









Just under half of all respondents felt that the right groups of people had been identified to receive the £1,200 bursary for vulnerable groups.  However respondents did suggest other groups who they felt needed support.  Throughout the consultation respondents suggested that families on low incomes should be eligible for guaranteed support as they had been with Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA).  Respondents suggested that there was a link between students receiving EMA and their continued attendance at school or college.  There were some questions posed regarding how students would be treated if their circumstances changed part way through the year, particularly if their school or college had distributed their funding.  Some respondents noted that the groups identified for support could possibly be supported financially from other sources.

Just over half of respondents thought that the underpinning principles for the way the fund operated were correct, although there was some concern that the rules would be inconsistent from one provider to another.  Respondents queried how attendance and behaviour would be linked to the payment system and asked how the new scheme would be audited and monitored.  There was also concern that staff would not have the necessary skills to assess young people’s circumstances correctly or would not have access to the necessary information.

Again, just over half of the respondents agreed that schools and colleges should have some discretion with the fund as this would allow tailored support to be given to young people.  However respondents raised some concerns as they believed that it would be difficult for young people to manage their money if it was paid in a ‘lump sum’.  They also believed that the new system could be a burden for schools and colleges to manage and that they needed further and clearer guidance on how the scheme should run to help them avoid queries and appeals.

There were mixed views regarding the transitional support available, and whilst respondents welcomed the continued payment to those who had been in receipt of the £30 EMA payment, they were less supportive of the reduction or cessation of payments to other young people.











Q1)	Do you think we have identified the right groups of young people to be eligible for the £1,200 bursary? (paragraph 3.2 of the consultation document)
There were 875 responses to this question
Yes	409  47%	No	306  35%	Not Sure	160  18%
Just under half of all respondents felt that the right groups had been identified to receive the £1,200 bursary.  Respondents noted that the people eligible and identified were the people who were in the most financial need and they felt the bursary would really help them continue into further education.  
272 (13%) respondents suggested that there needed to be some support for families on low incomes or for single parents.  Respondents noted that some families whilst working, had little disposable income once all their bills had been paid.  Some respondents noted that they had students in their schools or colleges who were from low income families and at present depended on EMA to support their further education.  However as these students were not in care, leaving care or living independently they were not entitled to support and this limited their options when it came to remaining in education.  
189 (22%) said there needed to be a wider target group than was currently suggested.  Suggestions included:
	students whose parents were in receipt of income support
	students in supported lodgings
	young people with learning difficulties or disabilities
	asylum seekers
	those with caring responsibilities
	young offenders 
	those living with other family members who are unable to support them
	those students who come from a large family were support may not be available from their parents
90 (10%) respondents said that young people who were carers for family members should be eligible for help as they were often in families where no parent worked and they also had limited opportunities to work part time due to their caring responsibilities.

64 (7%) respondents said that EMA had had a positive effect on attendance and that the new system could stop people applying for or returning to further education courses, or mean that they attend a different college nearer to home in order to keep costs down.  
63 (7%) respondents asked what would happen if a student’s circumstances changed during the year, and colleges also asked where the funding to support them would come from if all their funding had been allocated at the beginning of the year. It was suggested that applications should at least be reviewed annually.  .
44 (5%) said that some of the groups identified for support already received financial assistance, for example young people in care or who had recently left care and young people with disabilities,  and that any bursary or payment they received would in effect be a duplicate payment.
Response
The groups that were identified to be eligible for a £1,200 bursary were proposed on the basis that schools, colleges and training providers would be able readily to identify eligible young people. A large number of young people eligible for the bursary will be living independently without other means of support. The inclusion of young people in care and care leavers in the vulnerable groups is in recognition of the significant gap in outcomes for this group compared with their peers. 
The government has considered carefully the case for eligibility for the £1,200 bursary to be linked to household income. The 16-19 Bursary Fund is intended to be targeted sharply to tackling specific financial barriers to participation; income is likely to be one, but not the only, relevant factor. We have concluded that it would not be appropriate to require schools, colleges and training providers to conduct income assessments, but that they could take income into account in deciding who should receive a bursary. 
Schools, colleges and training providers will be able to use their discretion to award bursaries to young people who are not in one of the vulnerable groups, including all of those groups identified by respondents to the consultation. Providers could also exercise their discretion to support young people who have claimed income support but not yet learnt if their application has been successful, and to support young people whose circumstances change mid-year. 
Receipt of a bursary will be conditional on a student meeting standards set the school, college or training provider, for example, relating to attendance. Schools, colleges and training providers will be better able than government to identify those students who are at risk of dropping out as a result of financial pressures, and to target support accordingly. We advise that providers retain some funds to meet emerging costs, in order to respond to changes in circumstances. The majority of students who are currently in receipt of EMA will be supported through the transitional arrangements through to the end of the 2011/12 academic year. 




Q2)	Do you think these are the right underpinning principles for the way the fund should operate? (paragraphs 3.4 & 3.5 of the consultation document)
There were 844 responses to this question
Yes  462   55%	No  208 25%		Not Sure  174  20%
The majority of respondents agreed that the underpinning principles given in the consultation document for the way the fund should operate were correct.  Respondents noted that allowing colleges the discretion and flexibility to distribute the funds meant that they could target support and personalise it to the specific needs of young people.
178 (21%) respondents said that for many students the cost of travelling to study could be prohibitive and they welcomed the continuation of the support available for travel costs.  They believed that travel subsidies would be a key issue in enabling students from disadvantaged backgrounds to attend college and that colleges needed to make sure that the funds were spent as wisely as possible.  Respondents also asked if the distance a student had to travel to study would be included in any calculations when assessing eligibility for funding.
116 (14%) said they were concerned that there would be no consistency between schools and colleges and that this would lead to confusion amongst students and parents.  They suggested that abandoning a universal scheme in favour of a number of localised schemes was a recipe for confusion and unfairness.  They noted that this could lead to funding and support becoming a post code lottery.
96 (11%) respondents suggested that the government should retain EMA in its current form.  They said that it was important to recognise that EMA funding had worked to support young people’s participation in education and training as a result of the financial assistance it had provided, in terms of meeting costs associated with transport to learning settings and paying for vital learning materials.  It was noted that there were some issues with EMA but these could have potentially been solved rather than have the introduction of a new untested and more complicated scheme.
89 (11%) believed that there could be issues with access to the financial information and data needed to make decisions on the allocation of funding.  Respondents were concerned that:
	it would be difficult to get accurate data on which students had been in receipt of free school meals (FSM) 
	it was wrong to expect untrained school staff to accurately assess if income and benefit details were accurate and questioned who would be responsible if data was found to be fraudulent
	some parents would not wish their personal details to be given to schools or colleges, particularly in smaller close knit communities where everyone was known to each other
	Ii would be important for colleges to be provided with data, or for them to easily obtain data in order to identify these target groups.  Respondents noted that it was often difficult to identify, for example, those in care
77 (9%) requested guidance on how attendance and behaviour were linked to funding, and it was suggested that the guidance should be applicable to all schools and colleges so that students knew what their responsibilities were regardless of where they studied.
72 (9%) were concerned about the administrative burden for schools and colleges, and that, to reduce costs, students may be paid lump sums each term which they would find more difficult to manage. Respondents also noted that they did not believe they had either the remit or authority to investigate the personal or financial circumstances of students, or their parents.  .
72 (9%) welcomed the flexibility that schools and colleges had to distribute the funds as this would allow them to personalise the support they could offer and to target the most needy.  Respondents also welcomed the flexibility in deciding whether to link payments to attendance and/or behaviour.
65 (8%) raised concerns about how the scheme would be monitored and audited and about the accountability of the staff who made decisions on who got funding - as staff were not experts in assessing salaries and benefits there could be fraudulent applications.  They asked who was responsible for detecting fraud and how monies which had not been allocated appropriately would be recovered.  A number of respondents also suggested that monitoring and auditing should not be too onerous as this would add to the work to administer the scheme.
55 (7%) respondents believed that EMA was not used appropriately by many students, and that as it was a cash benefit many students who should not have been eligible found a way to claim it.  It was suggested that any new scheme should not be a cash payment but vouchers for travel and equipment.
39 (5%) respondents asked what support would be available to help resolve any complaints received from young people or parents - schools needed clear guidelines to operate under, and in particular needed to be protected from potentially vexatious appeals and legal challenges.
Response
The Government made the decision to end EMA because it was a very expensive way of supporting young people to participate in post-16 education and training. As we move towards the raising of the participation age, it is no longer appropriate to operate a scheme designed to incentivise participation, in which 45% of young people receive support. We need to target resources more sharply on those facing the greatest financial barriers to participation. The Government believes strongly that schools, colleges and training providers are best placed to identify those young people who most need support to enable them to continue their education or training post-16. 
Respondents to the consultation have endorsed the key principles of the 16-19 Bursary Fund: local discretion; flexibility; conditionality. Criteria for eligibility and the evidence that will be used to assess claims, will be determined locally. We note the work being done by the Association of Colleges and many local authorities to develop models of administering the Bursary Fund, which will support the establishment of common approaches across a local area. We will continue to work with schools, colleges, training providers and representative bodies as the new arrangements are implemented to identify examples of good practice, including in the exchange of data to support effective targeting of the Bursary Fund. 
Schools, colleges and training providers will be able to use up to 5% of their allocation to support the costs of administering the 16-19 Bursary Fund locally.
The 16-19 Bursary Fund will be subject to the normal assurance arrangements operated by the YPLA and Skills Funding Agency. The YPLA will collect management information relating to the use of the Fund, which will be used to monitor its impact. Complaints about the Bursary Fund should be directed through the provider’s normal complaints process, including routes of appeal.  
We have addressed these issues in the guide to the 16-19 Bursary, which is available on the YPLA website. 


Q3)	Do you agree that schools and colleges should have discretion in these areas?  (paragraph 3.6 of the consultation document)
There were 846 responses to this question
Yes  478   56%	No 218   26%	Not Sure 150   18% 
The majority of respondents agreed that schools and colleges should have discretion in the way they administered the 16 – 19 Bursary Fund at a local level.
210 (25%) said that consistent national criteria for awarding funding was needed.  They were concerned at the potential complexity of the new scheme compared to EMA.  Whilst respondents on the whole agreed that schools and colleges should be able to exercise some discretion, it was felt that national criteria would provide consistency for young people making applications.  
137 (16%) believed that it was appropriate for schools and colleges to have discretion in distributing funding.  They said that young people were individuals and all had their own individual issues and problems.  Whilst EMA was allocated by someone who did not know the young person, the new scheme would be allocated by staff who worked with and knew them and they were the best ones to decide what needs the young person had to support them in attending and achieving.
118 (14%) respondents reiterated that the new system could be a potential burden and have a significant affect on staff workloads.  Respondents also noted that as there were currently no clear guidelines on how the scheme would work it was difficult to gauge how much work would be involved.  Respondents also said that there was concern about the capacity of some schools or colleges to distribute funding when they had little actual experience of doing so.
82 (10%) respondents again noted that the flexibility and discretion in the system was welcomed and would allow schools and colleges to offer support to individual students in a way that would help them the most
77 (9%) of respondents felt that many young people were inexperienced at dealing with money and that weekly or fortnightly payments would be easier for them to manage, and retain the incentive to keep attending.  If students had to sign for their payments weekly or fortnightly then this regular contact could allow any potential welfare problems to be identified quickly.  
77 (9%) respondents were concerned that colleges may be tempted to use the flexibility to recruit or retain students rather than offer financial help to those most in need - all needed to agree that they would provide impartial advice and guidance to ensure the young person's choice was appropriate to their needs and aspirations.
70 (8%) said that the flexibility schools and colleges had in distributing funding could lead to young people choosing an institution because of the amount of financial support it offered rather than the suitability of the courses on offer.  
52 (6%) respondents said too much responsibility was placed on schools and colleges to make decisions on funding - it could lead to conflict with students and parents if the decisions did not go their way.
51 (6%) said that they did not have sufficient information or guidance to make decisions on who received funding.  They felt that clear consistent guidelines were needed to help them make decisions and also to help avoid queries and appeals from students who received no financial help.
Response
Respondents to the consultation have endorsed the Government’s view that schools, colleges and training providers should have discretion in awarding bursaries to students. The Government is strongly of the view that establishing national criteria for funding – beyond the groups identified as eligible for the £1,200 bursary – would reduce the ability of schools, colleges and training providers to target support towards those young people facing the greatest financial barriers to participation. 
Schools, colleges and training providers will be able to determine the frequency of payments, taking account of: the purpose of the bursary (e.g. one-off or sustained support); the young person’s circumstances; local administrative arrangements; and probity. The Government believes that it is right that schools, colleges and training providers should have the flexibility to determine their own local arrangements, and that those arrangements may differ between providers (or between areas, where a common approach is adopted within an area). However, the bursary should not be used for purposes designed to give a provider a competitive advantage over another provider.
We have addressed these issues in the guide to the 16-19 Bursary, which is available on the YPLA website. 


Q4)	Are our proposals for transitional support the right ones for young people currently in receipt of EMA?
There were 836 responses to this question
Yes  363   44%	No  286   34%	Not Sure  187   22% 
The majority of respondents agreed that the proposals for transitional support for young people currently in receipt of EMA were the right ones.  There was some concern over how students who were still eligible for continued payments would be paid and respondents asked if a letter would be sent to them outlining details.
181 (22%) respondents felt that students who had previously been entitled to EMA should continue to receive the same rate of EMA under the same conditions, until they have completed their studies.  Respondents did not agree with the proposal to differentiate between young people who applied successfully for EMA for the first time in the 2009/10 academic year and those who applied in the 2010/11 academic year.  Respondents stated that the EMA scheme had made a significant difference for young people from low income backgrounds over recent years in allowing them to remain in education.
110 (13%) believed that it was unfair that 2010/2011 starters were being penalised.  They commented that students who began their studies in 2010/11 and were awarded a lower level of EMA were not being given transitional relief and this would cause many of them major problems.  Respondents also felt that if this lack of transitional support caused young people to leave their studies then the initial investment in them would have been lost.  It was also noted that many students had started their courses with the expectation that they would receive EMA until they had completed their studies and that this expectation should be honoured. 
99 (12%) respondents disagreed with the reduction in payment amounts from £30 to £20.  They said that the drop to £20 would be particularly unwelcome as there would still be students who applied in 2009/2010 who would still be entitled to the full amount.  Respondents felt that this would lead to numerous complaints from both young people and parents.
Response
The Government has considered carefully the representations made during the consultation that all those currently in receipt of EMA should be treated in the same way in respect of transitional support. We have concluded that there is a clear difference between the two groups, with those who first applied successfully for EMA in 2009/10 holding a guarantee that they would receive the same level of support for up to three years. Young people who first applied successfully for EMA in 2010/11 were not given any such guarantee.
All those in the 2009/10 cohort and 80% of those in the 2010/11 cohort will continue to receive weekly payments through to the end of the 2011/12 academic year. They are also eligible to apply to their school, college or training provider for additional support from the 16-19 Bursary Fund, as are the small number of students currently receiving EMA who will not receive transitional support. In particular, schools, colleges and training providers will be able to target additional support to any students currently in receipt of EMA who they identify as being at particular risk of dropping out of their studies early. 
The YPLA will be writing to all young people currently in receipt of EMA to inform them of the arrangements for making transitional support payments, and will be issuing a guide to those arrangements for schools, colleges and training providers. 
Q5)	Do you agree that the fund should be allocated in 2011/12 on the basis of the proportion of young people currently in receipt of the maximum weekly EMA payment?
There were 837 responses to this question
Yes  453   54%	No  221  26%	Not Sure 163   20% 
The majority of respondents agreed that the fund should be allocated in 2011/12 on the basis of the proportion of young people currently in receipt of the maximum weekly EMA payment.
94 (11%) respondents stated it was unfair to those on the two lower amounts of the current EMA scheme as they would no longer receive any funding under the new system.  It was noted that for many families £20 or even £10 a week could make a huge difference to families with very low disposable income.
48 (6%) suggested that funds should be allocated using the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) as this was felt to be a fair method and a clear indicator of need.  
42 (5%) said that using FSM data was unreliable as many parents who were eligible to apply for FSM did not do so and respondents felt that it was widely recognised that the difference between those who claimed FSM and those who were eligible was vastly different.
Response
Respondents have endorsed the proposal that the 16-19 Bursary Fund should be distributed on the basis of the proportion of young people currently in receipt of the maximum weekly EMA payment. Allocations to schools, colleges and training providers in 2011/12 will be made on this basis. We will review the allocations methodology for future years. 
Q6)	 Have you any other comments?
There were 360 responses to this question
157 (44%) respondents stated that without EMA they would struggle to continue in education and that this may lead to an increase in those students neither in education, employment or training (NEET).  Respondents also stated that they believed the number of students recruited to courses in schools and colleges would be adversely affected.
127 (35%) were concerned that the information and guidance needed to make decisions would not be received in sufficient time to allocate this years funds.  Respondents also said it was difficult to respond to any queries regarding funding for the 2011/2012 year as there were few details available.  It was suggested that the information must be sent out as soon as possible.
62 (17%) said that it was important to look at the individual circumstances of each case.  Respondents noted that it was possible for parents who were claiming benefits to have a higher disposable income than working parents who were low paid.  It was also noted that large families could again be working but have less disposable income due to the cost of having a large family.
44 (12%) felt that the consultation should have been carried out earlier and they believed there was insufficient time in-between the analysis of responses and the publishing of guidance.
32 (9%) respondents stated that any system should not use parent’s income as a part of its assessment as there were other factors that needed to be taken into account.  Some respondents noted that although they were working, many felt they had less disposable income than parents on benefits.
29 (8%) reiterated that the payment should be made in vouchers as this would ensure the funding was spent on what it was intended to be spent on.
Response

The Government considered a wide range of evidence in taking the decision to end EMA. The formal evaluation of the EMA scheme found that it had a 4 percentage point impact on participation; this is consistent with other evidence, which suggests that only around 10% of young people would not have participated in education or training post-16 had they not received the support. 

In consulting on the new arrangements, we have tried to balance the need to consult widely with the need to ensure schools, colleges and training providers receive appropriate guidance on the 16-19 Bursary Fund as quickly as possible. The formal consultation builds on informal consultation conducted over many months, including the work of Simon Hughes MP, the Government’s Advocate for Access to Education. 
Next Steps

The Young People’s Learning Agency (YPLA), who are responsible for the operation of the 16-19 Bursary Fund are writing to schools, colleges, training providers and local authorities notifying them of their allocations for this funding for the 2011/12 academic year in order that they can prepare for administering the 16-19 Bursary funding from September.  

The YPLA have also published a short guide on the operation of the 16-19 Bursary Fund which can be accessed on the YPLA website at http://www.ypla.gov.uk/learnersupport/16-19-bursary/ (​http:​/​​/​www.ypla.gov.uk​/​learnersupport​/​16-19-bursary​/​​)

The Government will monitor the use of the 16-19 Bursary Fund closely in the first year of its operation and in advance of the raising of the participation age. 





